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Dear editor and reviewers,
Thank you for giving us the opportunity to submit the revised manuscript “Product Quality and Economic Evaluation of Spicy-Filled Meatballs from Green Mussel (Perna viridis)” for publication in Terra Alimentaria. We appreciate the time and effort of the editors and reviewers for their precious time and providing invaluable feedback on our manuscript. We have carefully incorporated all the comments. Those changes are highlighted within the manuscript. The corresponding changes and refinements made in the revised paper are summarized in our response below.
#Reviewer 1
The manuscript is relevant and provides information on green mussel meatball product diversification, quality, and economic performance of product. Several aspects need clarification and consistency, particularly regarding the methods, storage conditions, sensory evaluation, economic calculations, and value-added analysis.
1. Recheck all economic calculations, especially the values in the tables and text, and ensure that there are no discrepancies.
Thank you for this valuable comment. We appreciate the reviewer’s suggestion to recheck all economic calculations and ensure consistency between the tables and the manuscript text. In response, we have revised the relevant economic calculations and cross-checked the numerical values reported in Tables 5 and 6 against the corresponding descriptions in the Results and Discussion, Abstract, and Conclusion. We have also checked the consistency of the formulas, units, rounding, and interpretations to ensure that the reported economic indicators are calculated and presented consistently. Where necessary, we have corrected discrepancies and clarified the assumptions and limitations of the economic analysis.

2. Clearly distinguish value added from profit, as labor costs were not included.
The manuscript does not record labor costs separately. Therefore, the value-added result cannot be interpreted as net profit. The term “profit” is removed from the value-added analysis, and the operating surplus is described as revenue minus the costs recorded in the study.
Thank you for this important and constructive comment. We agree that value added should be clearly distinguished from profit, particularly because labor costs were not recorded separately in this study. Accordingly, we have revised the value-added analysis to remove the terms “profit” and “profit rate” from the corresponding table and discussion. The value-added result is now interpreted as the additional economic value generated through processing, rather than as net profit.

3. Clarify that the Hayami method was modified and provide an appropriate reference.
Thank you for this valuable comment. We agree that the methodological description should clearly indicate that the Hayami method was adapted for the present study. Accordingly, we have revised the Materials and Methods section to explicitly state that an adapted Hayami value-added analysis was used to evaluate the economic value generated through the processing of green mussel into green mussel-filled meatballs.

4. Clarify the storage conditions and ensure that claims regarding product deterioration are consistent with the observations.
Thank you for this helpful comment. We agree that the storage conditions and the interpretation of product deterioration should be described more clearly and consistently. We have revised the manuscript to provide a clearer description of the three storage conditions evaluated during the six-day observation period, including the recorded temperatures and the nature of the hot/sun-exposed treatment. 
5. Ensure that all values, units, terminology, and temperatures are consistent throughout the manuscript.
Thank you for this valuable comment. We have carefully reviewed the entire manuscript, including the Abstract, Materials and Methods, Results and Discussion, tables, and Conclusion, to identify and correct any inconsistencies.

6. Recheck the literature
Thank you for the comment. The literature in the manuscript has been checked and revised.
#Reviewer 2:
Overall, the manuscript has good potential for publication. However, several aspects of the methodology, statistical analysis, storage evaluation, and economic interpretation could be clarified or strengthened:
1. The Introduction could be slightly shortened in some areas to maintain a sharper focus on the specific research gap. The authors could also provide a clearer hypothesis or expected outcome where appropriate.
Thank you for this constructive comment. We have revised the Introduction by shortening the discussion of previous green mussel-based food products, removing repetitive background information, and focusing more directly on the relevance of green mussel-filled meatballs. We have also strengthened the research-gap statement by emphasizing the limited integrated assessment of sensory quality, preliminary storage characteristics, and economic feasibility, including value-added analysis, for this product.

2. The number of production batches or independent repetitions should be stated.
Thank you for this valuable comment. We have explicitly reported the number of production batches conducted, the number of independent repetitions, and the output obtained per batch in the manuscript.



3. The number of sensory panelists and their demographic characteristics should be clearly reported.
Thank you for this valuable comment. We agree that the number of sensory panelists and their demographic characteristics should be clearly reported to improve the transparency and reproducibility of the study. We have made this refinement in Section 2.3 to explicitly state the number of panelists involved in the sensory evaluation (30 panelists) and provide their demographic characteristics based on the participant information available. 

4. The criteria for selecting the sensory panelists should be explained.
We thank the reviewer for this comment. The criteria of sensory panelists have been completed and revised.

5. The sensory evaluation scale and interpretation of the scores should be described consistently.
Thank you for this valuable comment. We have revised Section 2.3 to specify the four sensory attributes evaluated (appearance, odor, taste, and texture), and to describe the three-level scoring scale (5, 7, and 9), including the corresponding sensory characteristics for each score.

6. The statistical analysis used for sensory data should be clearly stated. It should be clarified whether the sensory scores were analyzed statistically or presented only descriptively.
Thank you for this valuable comment. We have revised the Materials and Methods section to clarify that the sensory scores were analyzed descriptively rather than using inferential statistical tests. The analysis was intended to summarize the panelists’ assessments of appearance, odor, taste, and texture and to compare the resulting scores with the specified sensory quality criterion. We have also reviewed the Results section and Table 3 to ensure that the presentation and interpretation of the sensory findings are consistent with the stated analytical approach.

7. The exact storage conditions, packaging conditions, and number of samples evaluated at each storage interval should be reported.
Thank you for this valuable comment. We have revised Section 2.3, “Sensory Evaluation and Storage Observation,” to clarify the storage temperatures, packaging conditions, observation schedule, and number of samples evaluated under each storage condition. We also ensure that these details are consistent with the procedures actually followed and that the preliminary storage observations are not interpreted as a validated shelf-life or food-safety assessment.

8. The term "storage stability" may imply a validated shelf-life study. Since the current evaluation appears to rely primarily on descriptive observations over six days, the authors should consider referring to it as "preliminary storage observation" or "preliminary storage stability assessment." This distinction is important because a definitive shelf-life claim generally requires microbiological, physicochemical, and/or sensory measurements at defined intervals.
Thank you for this valuable comment. We agree that the term “storage stability” may imply a validated shelf-life study, whereas our evaluation was based on descriptive observations over six days without microbiological or physicochemical testing. To avoid overstating the findings, we have revised the terminology throughout the manuscript to “preliminary storage observation” and “preliminary storage stability assessment,” where appropriate. We have also clarified in the Materials and Methods, Results and Discussion, Abstract, and Conclusion that the assessment was descriptive and intended only to document visible and sensory changes under the three storage conditions.
